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vipeiv and vefieodat. 

Frohberger, ad Lys. XIX 37 and XXXII 4, distinguishes 
between vipw and vtpea-Bai as used to express the division of an 
inheritance, and lays down the rule that the active is applied to a 
father (or guardian) dividing a property among heirs, the middle 
to heirs dividing with each other. G. Huettner, in Acta Semi- 
narii Erlangensis III, p. 107, asserts that this rule has its excep- 
tions, and that the middle has the force of the active in Dem. 
XXXVI 8-9 and Isae. I 16. Paley and Sandys, in Select Private 
Orations II, 3d ed., p. 12, quote Donaldson, Gr. Gr. p. 450, to 
the same effect and refer to eleven passages in Demosthenes, 
Isaeus and Lysias for examples of " pepeadai used in the middle 
voice generally (but not always) of the heirs." They probably 
rely only on Huettner's two passages to prove their point, as a 
glance at their other references will show that in them all Froh- 
berger's rule is observed. 

Before undertaking to show that it is observed also in Huett- 
ner's supposed exceptions, I will mention the two legal significa- 
tions of vipeodai (which are not to be found in Liddell and Scott) 
and will give references for each. 

1. "To divide with another or others." a, followed by irp&s 
c. ace. expressing the other party to the division : Lys. XVI 10; 
Isae. VII 5 and 25 ; Dem. XL 42 and 52, XLVII 34. b, without 
tt P 6 s : Lys. XXXII 4; Isae. I 16; Dem. XXXVI 8-9, 11, 32; 
XL 14 ; XLVII 35. 

2. "To take or receive as one's portion": Lys. XIX 46; 
Dem. XXXVI 38 ; XXXIX 6 ; XLV 76. The passive in Dem. 
XXXVI 38 belongs also under this head. 

Turning to the two disputed passages, we find in Isae. I 16 : ol 

tovtcov <pi\oi . . . r)£lovv veipaodai rf/v ovcriap Ka\ ro rpWov /xcpos fjpai e\€iv* 

The usual construction of d|i£ would require an accusative to be 
inserted before veipaoQai, if the two verbs are not to be understood 
as referring to the same subject. But from Thuc. II 89, 1, Antiph. 
VI 46 we see that the subject-accusative is not absolutely required 
after d|t£, and conclude that it may be dropped where there is no 
danger of any confusion arising in the hearer's mind. Isaeus, in 
the passage before us, did not fear to be misunderstood, first, 
because roirav and fjpas, denoting the two parties to the suit, 
readily suggested a subject for the infinitive, and, secondly, 
because no person is ever said either vtpciv or viptaBai. who has 
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not some legal right upon the property in question. The whole 
tenor of the speech, and especially paragraphs 2, 28, 51, show 
that the <pt\oi of 16 were only friendly mediators, urging a division 
but claiming no right to make one. The writer could therefore 
safely give to q|i'ow the construction of eWXckoc ; he was probably 
led to do so by the fact that the only possible subject for velpaadm 
was an rjpas which should include both contestants, and he was 
intending to use fipat emphatically of one side alone with the 
second infinitive, ?x«v. 

In Dem. XXXVI 8—9 we read : Xoyi£o/«i'<H irpbs iavrovs of 

f'mrpo7ro(, ori, ci fi«j<r« Kara ras SiaOrjicas, o<r av ovtos c'k koivuiv ra>v 
Xpijparajv avakaxrr], tovtois f^eXoVras avripoipei ra Xowra vtpeiv, ovb otiovv 
eorai neptov, vupaaBai ra ov8 virep ToO irai86s eyvaaav. Kai vepovrai Tr\v 
oKXtjv ovalav. . . . 

Here the middle is certainly used of the guardians, but its 
meaning and the nature of their action are defined by the words 
irrep tov 7tm86s. As the younger son, Pasicles, was not of age, the 
operation denoted by the active verb vipuv — a complete trans- 
ference of property from guardians to heirs — could not take 
place. The division here spoken of was indeed made between 
the elder and younger sons ; but as the latter was legally incap- 
able of acting for himself, he was represented by his guardians, 
who, in their capacity of trustees, could properly be said " to 
receive a portion of the inheritance on behalf of the child " 
(vipeaBai {mep toO n-ajo'ds). A similar definition of the action of the 
middle voice by {mep appears in Dem. XXVII 7-8, where the 
orator says of his own guardians, tls yap rfjv a-vppoplav vnep epov 

nvveTa^avro . . . <rvvfTiprj<ravd vnkp ipov. 

Wm. Hamilton Kirk. 



